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H a n s  H o r m a n n , Psychologie der Spy ache. Berlin, Springer 
Verlag, 1967. 395 pp. Price: DM 58.— . §14.50.
Since the appearance of George Miller’s Language and Com­
munication  (1951) an explosive developm ent took place in the 
psychology of language. There is not necessarily a causal relation 
between these events: Miller’s book was a faithful (though, it 
should be added, highly inspiring) account of the s ta te  of affairs in 
the field a t the  tim e of writing, whereas m any  new developm ents 
took a direction not ind icated  in Miller’s review. I t  is, however, not 
in the last place Miller himself who was responsible for this change 
in the outlook of psycholinguistics. To m ention just one instance: 
it was Miller who stressed the im portance of transform ational 
g ram m ar for psycholinguistics. B u t o ther developm ents too, 
resulted  in the out-of-dateness of Miller’s course book. Osgood 
and Sebeok’s Psycholinguistics (1954) m arked  a first step in a fast- 
growing in teraction  of linguistics and  psychology. Osgood’s in­
vention of the sem antic differential technique in itia ted  a series of 
researches th a t  has by now far surpassed the  twelve hundred. The 
W horfian hypothesis becam e a fad, leading to ever more ingenious 
experim ents, a.s.o.
W ith  these developm ents, the happy  behavioristic uniform ity  of 
the  field, still app aren t in Miller’s and  Osgood & Sebeok’s tex ts  
(though in different ways) came to an end. The heterogeneous 
developm ents tu rn ed  psycholinguistics into an area of great 
conflicts and of little communis opinio. This m ay be p a r t  of the 
reason w hy Miller's book was never followed by a survey of the 
more recent developm ents. People worked in one ‘cam p ’ or another, 
b u t nobody showed sufficient distance to give an objective account 
of the  entire field. I t  needs a s tu d en t from a coun try  like G erm any, 
th a t  is little  involved in the new developm ents, to accomplish this 
task . There is more need for inform ation  th an  there is active 
involvem ent in the Germ an language area: K ainz’s last volume 
shows a surprising lack of inform ation on the new developm ents 
in the  field of psycholinguistics and  o ther books are not available.
Professor H o rm an n ’s Psychologie der Sprache is a laudable a t te m p t 
to fill the  national (German) and in te rna tiona l gap. A part from the 
above m entioned new issues, the  book covers subjects like the 
inform ation theoretical approach, the  probabilistic s tru c tu re  of 
language, word association, language acquisition and m any  o ther
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topics. Professor H erm ann  does no t a t te m p t to impose a unified 
view. He realistically s ta tes  the different viewpoints as they  are 
and weighs them  against the empirical evidence available. The book 
is m oreover well-written, it avoids technicalities and in troduces new 
term s with care (there is a glossery of m ainly  learning theoretical 
term s to assist the less inform ed reader). This m akes it a readable 
in troduction  to psycholinguistics th a t  m ay be used w ith  profit by 
both psychologists and  linguists.
Though alwa}'s inform ative, H ö rm an n ’s in troduction  is incom ­
plete and even wrong a t certa in  points. This is m ost ap p aren t 
where the au th o r  discusses transfo rm ational g ram m ar and its 
im pact on psycholinguistics. The usefulness of generative g ram m ar 
for psycholinguistics is form ulated  as follows: ‘Der Sprachpsycho- 
loge . . . e rw arte t vom Linguisten also nicht so sehr eine G ram m atik , 
welche aus einer Beschreibung von gram m atikalischen  Sätzen be­
steh t, sondern eine G ram m atik , die ein System  von Regeln form u­
liert, nach welchen gram m atikalische Sätze, d.h. akzeptable 
M orphem-Sequenzen, produziert, gebau t werden können. (49). 
However, generative gram m ars do not differ from trad itiona l 
g ram m ars in the objective to give s tru c tu ra l descriptions of g ram ­
m atical sentences. The innovation  is th a t  these descriptions are 
assigned to the sentence by a set of rules, not th a t  there  are no 
descriptions any  more. H ö rm an n ’s use of the word produziert is 
som ew hat suspect. Take for instance his description of the generative 
capacity  of phrase s tru c tu re  g ram m ars: ‘E ine derartige Phrasen- 
s tru k tu r-G ram m atik  m uß jedoch, wenn sie der R ea litä t der Sprache 
gerecht werden will, so kom plex-sein, daß sie als ausschließliches 
Modell des psychologischen Geschehens im Sprecher unw arschein- 
lich w ird '. (50). The notion of g ram m atica l generation, however, 
has noth ing  to do w ith the production  of a sentence by  a speaker).1) 
And it is thus not true  th a t  Chomsky therefore (daher) in troduced  
transform ational rules in the g ram m ar (50).
In  the description of the transfo rm ational p a r t  of the  g ram m ar 
H örm ann  m akes the same m istake as num erous psychologists m ade 
before him  (e.g. Miller, Mehler, Osgood) : ‘die K om plizierten Typen
1) It is ironic that Hörmann does not sufficiently distinguish between the 
two notions of Produktion, whereas he, in his foreword, unmasked a similar 
confusion in the German literature, resulting from the double meaning of 
bedeutend (which, by the way, is not a synonym y as the author says).
von Sätzen werden . . .  als T ransform ationen eines K ernsatzes 
au fgefaß t’ (51). Similar s ta tem en ts  can be found on p. 271. In  
transform ational g ram m ar sentences are never transform ationally  
derived from sentences, b u t  from abstrac t s truc tu res  (base s truc­
tures). Kernel sentences are sentences; they  are them selves transfo r­
m ationally  derived (be it w ith  a m inim um  of transform ational 
m achinery). They are end points, never s ta rting  points of transfo r­
m ational derivations. These errors could have been preven ted  if 
the  au th o r had considered the more recent lite ra tu re  on the subject. 
Chom sky’s Aspects of the theory of syntax  (1965) is not m entioned. 
B ut even if the chapters under concern were w ritten  before the 
appearance of Aspects, H örm ann  should have reviewed the funda­
m enta l jo in t papers by Chomsky and Miller in the Handbook of 
Mathematical Psychology Vol II (1963), and  he should also have 
referred to the Fodor & K atz  anthology The structure of language 
(1964). This would have had  the ex tra  advan tage  th a t  certain  issues 
th a t  became extrem ely  central in the recent developm ents had been 
m entioned. Instances are the com petence-perform ance issue and 
the distinction between underlying and derived (deep and surface) 
s tructure . An up-to-date  survey cannot bypass these notions. B u t 
it should be ad m itted  th a t  m ost publications in this dom ain (Fodor, 
Bever, G arrett) are from 1965 or la te r and  m ay  not have been 
available to the au thor.
Minor errors can be found in the presentation  of Osgood’s work. 
Page 201: ‘Dies sind die drei F ak to ren  des Sem antischen Raumes. 
Es sind n ich t deshalb drei, weil dieser R aum  nicht m ehr D im en­
sionen haben könnte, sondern weil die bisherigen Analysen nicht 
m ehr Dim ensionen ergeben h ab e n ’. The tru th  is th a t  all analyses 
gave more th an  three factors. E valua tion , A ctiv ity  and Potency 
are ju st those factors th a t  are common to nearly  all analyses. At 
the  same page the D -m easure is called ‘P rofil-K orre la tionsm aß’, 
while Osgood's explicit argum ent for using D was th a t  it should 
not be a correlation (The measurement of meaning, p. 91).
H örm ann 's  effort to  give faithfu l representations of facts and 
theories is som etim es too accepting. E xam ples are the discussions 
of M owrer's and  Johnson 's  theories of sentence understanding . 
M owrer's analysis of ‘Tom ist ein D ieb’ (213) is cited with approval. 
N oth ing  is said abou t the strong argum ents against considering the 
predicative sentence as a conditioning device, though these argu-
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m cnts are clearly s ta ted  in the lite ra tu re .2) Jo h n so n ’s model of the 
speaker as ‘w eaving’ through the P -m arker: first deciding on 
‘sentence’, th a n  on ‘noun p h rase’ plus ‘verb p h rase’, etc. ‘ist zur 
Zeit das beste Modell des Geschehens, welches auf der psychologi- 
schen Seite dort ablauft, wo auf der linguistischen Seite die Phra- 
senstruktur-R egeln  am  W erke s ind ’. (271). Here H orm ann  does not 
really equate  psychological and gram m atical generation, but he 
does not w arn the reader th a t  a consequent application of such a 
parallelism  (as in Jo h n so n ’s theory) leads to the nonsensical con­
clusion th a t  the speaker decides on producing a sentence, consisting 
of a noun phrase and a verb phrase, etc. bcjore he decides w hat he 
is going to ta lk  about (i.e. the lexical elements).
Similar uncriticalness is found in the presentation  of Z ipf’s law 
(89). H e rd a n ’s unceasing efforts 3) to unm ask  the ‘law ’ and  to 
replace it by  a log-normal d istribution  (succesfull or not) should 
have been discussed. A ctually, the whole ch ap te r  on the p roba­
bilistic s truc tu re  of language adds little to Miller’s 1951 presen­
ta tion  (The Miller and N ew m ann studies 1958 4) are not m entioned 
either).
H orm ann  gives an illum inating p resen ta tion  of the  behavioristic 
and neobehavioristic theories of m eaning (Ch. X I), and  concludes 
th a t  these theories cannot account for the acquisition of language 
and for the  stab ility  of meaning. To overcome the difficulty he 
proposes the hypothesis th a t  ‘Bedeutung ist n ich t Assoziation, 
sondern Wissen einer Assoziation  (227). W hether this is a real 
gain or ju st a new term inology is an open question untill the  laws 
of this Wissen  are specified. Are they  different from the laws of 
association and  in w hat respects (e.g. is knowledge obtained  and 
increased by  repetition  as in association or by essentially different
2) Osgood (Am. Psychol. iS ,  1965, 735) and Fodor (J. verb. Learn, verb. 
Beh., 4, 1965, 73) give essentially the same argument by analysis of the sentence 
Tom is a perfect idiot, where perfect does not become conditioned to Tom. 
Syntactic information is necessary for the listener to understand such 
sentences.
3) e.g. Herdan, G., 1960. Type-Token mathematics, The Hague.
4) Miller, G. A., Newman, E .B . and Friedman, E.A., 1958. Length- 
Frequency Statistics for written English. Inf.  and Contr. i ,  370.
Miller, G. A. and Newman, E. B., 1958. Tests of a statistical explanation 
of the rank-frequency relation for words in written English. Arner. J . Psychol., 
yi, 209.
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m eans? Is Wissen  in troduced to stress the psychological reality  of 
rules?). H örm ann  does not specify his position, neither in this 
chap ter nor in the one on language acquisition. In  the la t te r  chap ter 
the  need for specification is still increased when the au tho r in tro ­
duces the question ‘An welchem P u n k t der Sprachentw icklung 
wird die Rolle des Bew ußtseins d eu tlich ? ’ (294), and a t the same 
page he ta lks about ‘der neue F ak to r  Bewußtsein . I t  can be very 
profitable to discuss language acquisition in term s of Bewußtsein, 
bu t if it m eans only th a t  the child understands language, nothing 
is gained by the  in troduction  of this concept. This understand ing  
is exactly  w hat should be explained. I t  seems however th a t  this is 
w hat H örm ann m eans by Bewußtsein; he specifies the  new factor 
as: ‘das K ind begreift sozusagen die Pointe des Witzes, den m an 
Sprache n e n n t’. (294). There is a need for new principles of expla­
nation, not for new terms.
In  the last chap ter on the W horfian hypothesis the thorough 
analyses by  L an tz  and Stefflre (J. abn. soc. Psychol. 1964) are not 
reviewed and no a t te m p t is m ade to relate the valid ity  of the 
hypothesis to the tim e in terval between stim ulus exposure and 
recognition. The la t te r  varia tion  shows clearly th a t  storing is 
necessary for positive results. Perception in itself does not show 
the coding effect.
All th is shows th a t  it is not hard  to find gaps and errors in H ö rm an n ’s 
book, b u t this is presum ably  the case for any  survey of literature . 
W hat is more im p o rtan t is th a t  H ö rm an n ’s book provides us with 
a first com prehensive m ap of the maze of m odern psycholinguistics. 
The carefully edited tex t 5) and  the often inventive w ay of reviewing 
incoherent m ateria l (e.g. the  clear chapters on association) m ake the  
book also useful as a course guide. The wide circulation it deserves 
m ay  however be ham pered  by the d isproportionately  high price.
Instituu t voor Algemene Psychologie W. J . M. L e v e l t
Universiteit van Groningen 
Groningen, The Netherlands
5) One editorial unevenness: On p. 224 the author refers to a source: 
Brown 1965. This is not in the reference list.
